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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



Claims 1-7 and 9-12 have been examined. 



2. 



Claim 8 was cancelled in Amendment dated 7/31/2008. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 



3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

A. The following lacks antecedent basis in the claims: 

i. Claim 1, "said user" in line 12. 
Appropriate corrections are required. 

Any claim not specifically addressed, above, is being rejected as incorporating the 
deficiencies of a claim upon which it depends. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identical!;, disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and tlx: prior art are such that the 
subject mailer as a whole would have been obvious at the lime the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negalix ed h\ the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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6. Claims 1-7, 9, 10, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Defaix et al. (US 2004/0133444 Al, hereinafter Defaix), view of Hammack et al. (US 6,449,624 
Bl, hereinafter Hammack). 

7. As per claim 1, Defaix teaches a source control system comprising: 
a processor in a source control system (see Fig 1, [0027]); 

an import function operable on said processor to import an object from an external source 
(see [0035]; EN: import function is performed when the user at a client wants to place a new 
revision of an object into the repository); 

a validation function operable on said processor to determine whether said import object 
is eligible for automatic check-in (see [0035]; EN: the validation function is performed when 
checking whether the client is allowed to check in the new version), wherein said validation 
function comprises: 

determining if said import object already exists as an existing object in said process 
control system (see [0032], [0035]); 

if said import object already exists as said existing object, determining if said existing 
object has a status of checked-in (see [0007], [0035]; EN: determining if a file is locked where 
the filed is locked through a locked checkout); 

if said existing object is checked in, determining if said user has permission to check-in 
(see [0039], [0040]; EN: using a access control list to validate requests by the client); and 
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a check-in function operable on said processor to be performed automatically upon 
import if said import object is validated by said validation function, including determining a 
version number for said import object (see [0029], [0035]). 

Defaix does not explicitly teach locking said status of said existing object so as to 
validate said import object. However, Defaix teaches a locked checkout mechanism such that 
only the developer who owns the lock can modify the file by checking in a new version (see 
[0029]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to lock the status of the existing object to prevent other developers from modifying the file when 
the file is being checked in. 

Defaix does not teach that the source control system is for a process control system with a 
processor. 

Hammack teaches a process control system with a processor and version control 
functions for process configurations such as import and check-in (see Figs 1, 4, 6-8, abstract, 
column 2, lines 29-67, column 8, line 33 - column 13, line 57, column 16, lines 19-57). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the source control system of Defaix with the import function into the process 
control system of Hammack because it is desirable to provide version control for process 
configurations in a process control system since multiple process operators modifying the 
process configuration stored in a configuration database will lead to version control problems 
when one operator is unaware of the work done by another operator (see column 1 , line 51- 
column 2, line 15 of Hammack). 
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8. As per claim 2, Defaix does not teach that said object defines a control strategy. 
Hammack teaches that the object tracked in the version control database defines control 

strategies (see Fig 3, column 6, line 19 - column 7, line 41). 

9. As per claim 3, Defaix does not teach that the system comprising at least one controller 
capable of being loaded with said control strategy by said processor. 

Hammack teaches at least one controller capable of being loaded with said control 
strategy by said processor (see Fig 1, item 12, column 3, lines 54-59, column 6, lines 19-24). 

10. As per claim 4, Defaix teaches the system further comprises at least one client in 
communication with said processor (see Fig 1, [0026]). 

11. As per claim 5, Defaix does not teach said control strategy is distributed from said 
processor to said at least one client. 

Hammack teaches that the control strategy is distributed from said processor to said at 
least one client (see column 6, lines 19-24). 

12. As per claim 6, Defaix teaches a database accessible by a processor to store said object 
(see Fig 1, [0026]). 

13. As per claim 7, the limitations recited in this claim are substantially similar to those 
recited to claim 1 . Therefore, it is rejected using the same reasons as claim 1 . 
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14. As per claim 9, Defaix teaches unlocking said status of said existing object, after said 
import object has been automatically checked-in (see [0007], [0035]). 

15. As per claim 10, Defaix teaches the check-in procedure comprises: 
determining if said import object already exists as an existing object in said source 

control system ([0032], [0035]); 

if said import object already exists as said existing object, determining if a status 
of said existing object is locked (see [0007], [0035]; EN: determining if a file is locked where the 
filed is locked through a locked checkout); 

determining a new version number for a new version of said existing object (see [0029]); 

checking-in said import object as said new version using said new version number (see 
[0029], [0035]). 

Defaix does not teach storing a comment in said source control system indicating an 
automatic check-in for said new version. 

Hammack teaches storing a comment after an import (see column 16, line 60 - column 
17, line 3). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Defaix to store a comment as taught by Hammack because the use of comments 
are well known in version control systems to provide additional information about a particular 
version. 
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16. As per claim 12, the limitations recited in this claim are substantially similar to those 
recited to claim 2. Therefore, it is rejected using the same reasons as claim 2. 

17. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Defaix et al. (US 
2004/0133444 Al, hereinafter Defaix), view of Hammack et al. (US 6,449,624 Bl, hereinafter 
Hammack), as applied to claim 10 above, further in view of Shiman et al. (US 2002/0019827 Al, 
hereinafter Shiman). 

18. As per claim 11, Defaix and Hammack do not teach that determining said new version 
number for said new version comprises: determining an existing version number of said existing 
object; determining an import version number from said import object; setting said new version 
number to a minor increment of said existing version number, if said import version number is 
equal to said existing version number; setting said new version number to a major increment of 
said existing version number, if said import version number is less than said existing version 
number; and setting said new version number to said import version number, if said import 
version number is greater than said existing version number. 

Shiman teaches a method for managing documents in a centralized document repository 
(see abstract), where a new version number is determined for files uploaded to the repository, 
comprising: determining an existing identify tag including existing version number (see Fig 4, 
Fig 27, step 2712, [0074], and [0196]); determining an upload version number from the uploaded 
file (see Fig 4, Fig 7, step 2701, [0074], and [0193]), setting the version number to a minor 
increment of said existing version number, if said uploaded version number is equal to said 
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existing version number (see Fig 27, steps 2710, 2712, and [0196]). Shiman does not explicitly 
teach setting the new version number to a major increment of said existing version number, if 
said uploaded version is less than said existing version. However, Shiman teaches setting the 
new version number to be a major increment when the Branch tag of the uploaded file does not 
match an existing tag (see Fig 4, Fig 27, steps 2703, 2704, [0074], [0078], [0194]). Similarly, it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that a new 
branch with a major increment of the version number is created if the uploaded version number 
is less than the existing version number because the uploaded file must be from a new branch of 
development. Shiman also does not explicitly teach setting the new version number to the 
uploaded version number, if the uploaded version number is greater than the existing version 
number. However, Shiman teaches setting the new version to the next available minor version 
not used when the uploaded version is greater than the existing version (see Fig 27, steps 2710, 
271 1, [0196]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that setting the new 
version number to the next available minor version achieves the same result as setting the new 
version number to the version number of the uploaded file because the next available minor 
version must be greater than all currently used minor versions since minor versions are 
incremented by one each time the owner submits a new document (see [0078]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to have modified Defaix and Hammack to perform determining an existing version number of 
said existing object; determining an import version number from said import object; setting said 
new version number to a minor increment of said existing version number, if said import version 
number is equal to said existing version number; setting said new version number to a major 
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increment of said existing version number, if said import version number is less than said 
existing version number; and setting said new version number to said import version number, if 
said import version number is greater than said existing version number as taught by Shiman 
because it allows the import function to import objects that already have version numbers 
associated and to use the version number to appropriately integrate the imported object into the 
source control system by constructing a new version number based on the version number of the 
imported object. 

Response to Arguments 

19. Rejection of claims 1 and 7 under 35 U.S.C.S 103(a) : 

20. As per independent claims 1 and 7, Applicants' arguments have been fully considered but 
arc moot in light of the new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

2 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

o VanReyzin (US 5,909,689) teaches automated update of file versions for files shared by 
several computers. 

o Kauffman et al. (US 6,260,404 B 1) is cited to teach a shared file system for digital 
content. 

o LaRue et al. (US 6,487,560 Bl) is cited to teach a system and method for communicating 
between multiple devices for synchronization. 
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o Ramanathan et al. (US 7,346,627 B2) is cited to teach approaches for migrating portal 
objects from a source installation to a target installation. 

22. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jue S. Wang whose telephone number is (571) 270-1655. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7:30 am - 5:00pm (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lewis Bullock can be reached on 571-272-3759. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Lewis A. Bullock, Jr./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2193 



Jue Wang 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2 193 



